



Partner Your Way to Success: Advancing Consortia
Opportunities in the Volunteer State
Theresa Liedtka




Middle Tennessee State University, MaryEllen.Pozzebon@mtsu.edu
Follow this and additional works at: http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/charleston
Part of the Library and Information Science Commons
An indexed, print copy of the Proceedings is also available for purchase at: http://www.thepress.purdue.edu/series/
charleston.
You may also be interested in the new series, Charleston Insights in Library, Archival, and Information Sciences. Find out
more at: http://www.thepress.purdue.edu/series/charleston-insights-library-archival-and-information-sciences.
This document has been made available through Purdue e-Pubs, a service of the Purdue University Libraries. Please contact epubs@purdue.edu for
additional information.
Theresa Liedtka, DeAnne Luck, and Mary Ellen Pozzebon, "Partner Your Way to Success: Advancing Consortia Opportunities in the
Volunteer State" (2009). Proceedings of the Charleston Library Conference.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5703/1288284315026
PARTNER YOUR WAY TO SUCCESS: ADVANCING CONSORTIA OPPORTUNITIES 
IN THE VOLUNTEER STATE 
 
Theresa Liedtka (Theresa-Liedtka@utc.edu) -  Library Dean, University of Tennessee, 
Chattanooga 
DeAnne Luck (luckdl@wildblue.net) – Database Coordinator, Tenn-Share 
Mary Ellen Pozzebon (MaryEllen.Pozzebon@mtsu.edu) -  Electronic Resources 
Librarian, Middle Tennessee State University 
 
Establishment of the Project 
 
This paper will describe a consortial purchasing project in Tennessee, now called the 
Tennessee Consortial Purchase Project (TCPP), which began in March 2009. The 
authors will detail how the project was initiated and the funding environment that 
provided the impetus. The paper will explain our data gathering strategy, our 
interpretation of the survey results, and our experience working with vendors and 
libraries. We will sum up with the strengths and weaknesses of our approach and the 
next steps for the project. 
 
The libraries of Tennessee, as in many states, interface with various consortial models.  
 
• The Tennessee State Library administers the Tennessee Electronic Library (TEL): 
www.tntel.tnsos.org. Funded by federal and state money, TEL provides access to a 
number of products designed to meet the needs of various types of users. The 
offerings include several Gale products, Ebsco’s Points of View Reference Center, 
LearningExpress Library, NewsBank’s Tennessee Newspaper Collection, and 
Proquest’s Heritage Quest. TEL resources are available at no cost to all libraries and 
users in the state.  
• Tenn-Share is a statewide 501(c)(3) membership organization that exists to promote 
resource sharing among Tennessee libraries. Group purchases based on a volume 
discount are arranged by the database coordinator. Some vendors offer discounts 
directly to member libraries.  
• Lyrasis is a regional consortium offering a number of different library services. Some 
vendors, like Lexis Nexis and OCLC, have traditionally used the regional 
consortiums exclusively for subscriptions and billing. Lyrasis can provide discounts 
on individual subscriptions purchased through Lyrasis. Vendors also provide an 
automatic discount to Lyrasis members when buying directly from vendors.  
• The Tennessee Board of Regents (TBR) governs six state universities, thirteen 
community colleges, and several technical schools in the state. An online degree 
program was initiated several years ago and program administrators have agreed to 
pay for several electronic resources that support the online degree program for TBR 
schools. In some cases all TBR schools have access to the subscribed products, 
and in others products are licensed only for a particular group of schools. 
• Several consortial database purchases have been arranged by ad hoc groups 
formed by libraries with similar needs. Groups have formed to get discounts or other 
considerations for products such as Science Direct, The Chronicle of Higher 
Education, SciFinder Scholar, Westlaw, and more.  
 
Although these efforts are each effective in their own capacities, there was a need to 
more strategically and proactively leverage our buying power. Libraries are buying 
products individually and therefore losing out on any volume discounts that would be 
available through a consortial purchase. To do that would require increased 
communication and coordination among libraries. The impetus for this project was 
provided when the economic pressures became significant. 
 
Incentive for Improvement 
 
The global financial crisis exposed weaknesses in the economy throughout the 2007-
2008 fiscal year. Although funding to higher education actually increased 1% during this 
time (Stripling, 2009). It wasn’t until the 2008-2009 fiscal year that institutions and their 
libraries began to see cuts.  
 
“A survey of officials at SHEEO [State Higher Education Executive Officers] 
institutions, however, indicated that during [the first half of the 2009 fiscal year, 
which began in July at most colleges,] 65 percent of colleges took midyear 
budget cuts, and 44 percent are in states with governors who’ve proposed cuts 
or flat funding in the 2010 fiscal year.” (Stripling, 2009).  
 
By the time libraries were affected in the middle of the fiscal year, many 2008/2009 
product renewals had been made, artificially inflating renewal rates. In fact, libraries 
were faced with a mid-year return of funds, putting a crunch on later renewals. Vendors 
were complacent; they did not fully realize the affect the crisis would have on their 
business models, and they were not generally responsive to the funding concerns 
voiced by librarians during this time. 
 
ICOLC (International Coalition of Library Consortia) put out a statement on behalf its 
member libraries on January 19, 2009, with the assertion that, “The ICOLC library 
consortia consider the current crisis of such significance that we cannot simply assume 
that libraries and publishers share a common perspective about the magnitude of the 
crisis and the best approaches to cope with it”. The ICOLC recommended flexible 
pricing and creative solutions for maintaining access to resources including trading 
features for price, tailoring content, and semi-annual payments. 
 
ARL (Association of Research Libraries) followed up with a statement on February 19, 
2009 meant to reinforce the ICOLC statement and add additional observations. The 
ARL statement reported double-digit budget returns for some members, and noted, 
“there is ongoing concern in the library community that relatively strong 2009 renewals, 
by masking the ultimate consequences of the changing state of library finances from 
many publishers, could lead to unwarranted complacency”. ARL reiterated ICOLC 
concerns that publishers avoid reductions in access to content and voiced several other 




Libraries around Tennessee were faced with budget cuts. While reviewing the 
resources that were considered for cancellation, librarians individually realized that 
more of our resources could be purchased on a consortial basis. It seemed like an 
opportune time to discuss ways to increase consortial purchasing across the state.  
 
A meeting was called by the Tennessee Library Association’s Electronic Resources 
Management Roundtable for March 4, 2009. Key stakeholders attended from state and 
regional consortia, the TBR Contracts office, several library deans and directors, and 
librarians in various capacities in public, school, and academic libraries. This broad 
representation was advantageous because we could share information and get buy-in 
from personnel in decision making capacities across the state. The agenda was 
designed to first outline and share information on the current consortial activities and the 
levels of participation then discuss strategies for increasing participation. We heard from 
representatives from all of the consortia outlined above.  
 
While libraries across the state benefited from multiple levels of consortia, we 
recognized several aspects that were barriers to increasing the scale of consortial 
purchasing.  
 
• The State Library is not actively involved in coordinating consortial purchasing 
activities, as some state libraries are. The State Library does coordinate the TEL 
program and the TEL representative summed up the current funding picture and 
provided an update on the database selection process. Although the State Library 
doesn’t have a program for pay-to-play consortial purchasing, one product was 
purchased by means of what is now called the ‘NPR model’. All of the libraries that 
were paying for subscription access to Gale’s Literature Resource Center continued 
their payments, with the payments going toward the outright purchase of the 
database. Access was enabled for all residents of the state regardless of whether 
their local library was paying for the purchase. The final installment for the purchase 
of the database will occur in 2010. The State Library will pay the access fee with 
TEL money on an ongoing basis once the purchase is complete. This is a model we 
may use in the future depending on circumstances. When money is available and a 
product has broad appeal, a purchase of the product with a reasonable yearly 
access fee is a good way to ensure continuous access. 
• We realized we needed more grassroots involvement in Tenn-Share. The database 
coordinator at Tenn-Share is only funded 15 hours a week and getting responses 
from libraries when a purchasing commitment was needed is an issue. Licensing 
was also problematic because of the procurement guidelines at the many institutions 
involved. 
• Lyrasis (then known as SOLINET), had a relatively passive role in consortial 
purchasing. One of the benefits of working with a big regional consortium is that they 
already have many products under license and are aware of what other libraries are 
paying for the same or similar product. From Lyrasis we learned that any ad hoc 
group can call itself a consortium and ask for a volume discount from a vendor. 
• The TBR online degree program only purchases products of interest to that program. 
The TBR contracts officer and the library director who selects resources for the 
online degree program related how products were licensed for the program. The 
Contracts officer was able to provide valuable information on the contract approval 
process. Contracts approved at the state level would be valid for all public 
institutions of higher education, so it’s an efficient means of contracting.  
 
Moving from Cooperation to Collaboration  
 
There were questions and points of clarification that helped point the way to developing 
new means of increasing consortial purchasing. The most accessible way of getting a 
discount on products not purchased through one of the existing programs was to 
contact Lyrasis for a member discount, the other three programs outlined above only 
provide access to or pricing for specific products. Many products licensed by libraries 
were not purchased through consortia at all; we weren’t leveraging our buying power 
and were therefore wasting money. By working together we would also have more 
opportunities to negotiate more advantageous licensing terms that would increase 
access to resources. The state contracts office could provide the opportunity to 
streamline contract procedures for public academics. Other types of libraries, like public 
and school libraries could work together where contract barriers exist.  
 
Due to budget cuts, several libraries had recently shared subscription information about 
common and costly products for which we might seek consortial pricing. The group 
decided to expand this effort by compiling data on electronic resources subscription 
statewide through a survey. Survey data would be used to determine priorities and 
move forward toward increased consortial purchasing.  
 
This meeting presented us with the possibility of moving from an environment where 
libraries cooperated on an occasional basis to one where libraries were truly 
collaborating in a strategic and ongoing way. This transition would require a shift in the 
institutional culture within libraries both in terms of their internal processes and in how 
they work with other libraries.  
 
We hope the achievement of these project goals will also lead to changes in how 
librarians get involved in consortial purchasing on a day-to-day basis. Shepard found 
that “sustaining the culture of the collaboration requires attention and maintenance” and 
we recognize that improving the grass-roots organizing will be an important facet of the 
success of this endeavor.  
 
A Tennessee Electronic Resources Survey 
 
The first outcome of the March 4th meeting of the Tennessee Library Association’s 
Electronic Resources Management Roundtable was the implementation of a voluntary 
state-wide survey of electronic resource holdings to ensure we had accurate holdings 
information and consistent data collection practices. Roundtable members agreed that 
resources already purchased centrally by the state of Tennessee would not be included 
on the individual institutional surveys. Data points were modeled after those gathered by 
the Tennessee Board of Regents campuses in the past year.  
 
Meeting participants agreed the following elements should be included: 
 
• Institution Name 
• Electronic Resource Name 
• Vendor Name 
• Consortia Purchase, for example TBR Group 
• Price Based On, for example, searches, simultaneous users, number of users, 
Carnegie class, materials budget, faculty fte 
• FTE of Institution 
• Simultaneous Users 
• Cost in 2008-2009 
• Renewal Start Date 
• Renewal End Date 
• Notes   
 
Volunteers were solicited to compile the information from distinct groups at the meeting. 
Mary Ellen Pozzebon, Middle Tennessee State University, volunteered to gather 
information from the Tennessee Board of Regents campuses. Theresa Liedtka, 
University of Tennessee, Chattanooga, from the University of Tennessee campuses. 
DeAnne Luck, Tenn-Share Database Coordinator, for the rest of the state. Lyrasis 
volunteered to be a part of the state-wide survey, suggesting they could work with the 
combined outcomes, do some initial analysis, and represent the state in this initiative 
with vendors. 
 
Building Momentum   
 
Pozzebon and Liedtka contacted the groups they represented and Luck sent messages 
out state-wide. We sent a meeting summary and a call for participation and support for 
the new project to all librarians statewide. The primary means of communication 
throughout the project between libraries was be email. The primary means of 
communication throughout the project between volunteers and Lyrasis was conference 
calls, followed by written summary reports. 
 
The librarians who volunteered to compile survey data now found themselves working 
with Lyrasis on the next steps of the project, that is the establishment of deadlines for 
information compilation and analysis, followed by suggestions of which vendors to 
approach for statewide purchasing, the gathering of vendor quotes, and the decisions 
on the part of libraries about whether they would participate. A conscious decision was 
made to expedite and fast track the survey gathering due to the fact that many libraries 
had product renewal dates around June 30, thus the initial deadline for spreadsheets 
was March 31st.  
 
The original project timeline for this phase (Phase One), which did slip, was as follows:  
 
• March 31 - Volunteers compile individual spreadsheets by submission deadline 
• April 9 -  Lyrasis completes an initial review of spreadsheets  
• April 17 - Volunteers analyze data and suggested products to gather quotes. 
• May 1 - Lyrasis returns quotes for review by institutions. 
• May 15 - Institutions opt in or out, data provided to Lyrasis to finalize contract 
• By June 30 - Lyrasis to conduct invoicing and finalizing of licenses for July 1 start 
 
We sent Lyrasis three spreadsheets: one for five University of Tennessee libraries, one 
for twenty Tennessee Board of Regent libraries, and one for a variety of private colleges 
and universities, public libraries, school libraries and special libraries. Lyrasis did the 
initial work and compiled one master spreadsheet and two subsequent worksheets; one 
that removed TEL (Tennessee Electronic Library) products, and a second that removed 
TEL products and products for which Lyrasis did not have an established vendor 
relationship. Lyrasis then sent three files back to the volunteers and asked for input on 
which titles to pursue. 
 
In the midst of these exchanges, the TLA Annual Conference took place from April 8 - 
10. The timing of the Conference was useful as it gathered librarians from across the 
state and gave the Electronic Resources Roundtable an opportunity for another face-to-
face meeting. Pozzebon, chair of the TLA Electronic Resource Roundtable, provided a 
summary of the meeting that took place at MTSU, an update on subsequent activities, 
and distributed a draft of the suggested timeline. At the meeting, we discussed how to 
select which vendors or products Lyrasis should approach. The idea that garnered the 
most support was to calculate that products that had the greatest number of individual 
subscribers. At the conclusion of the meeting Liedtka agreed to review the spreadsheet 
and provide initial calculations of the most commonly held electronic resources in the 
state. We also determined to establish a TLA Electronic Resource Blog to facilitate 
ongoing communication.  
 
Survey Analysis and Findings 
 
The data received was far from perfect. Numerous contributors had manipulated the 
data, but none had carefully reviewed it to ensure consistency. Common problems 
included the submission of incomplete electronic resources title information, a mix of 
one-time and subscription purchases, and product formats of all types. The tight 
timeline of the project worked against the ability to do thorough clean-up and 
corrections; however the very large dataset had plenty of good content to allow the 
project to move forward. Ultimately the data was reviewed from a variety of perspectives 
in the hope that new information would rise to the top, and suggest new means to 




Appendix 1 includes a list of participating libraries, the original and a revised number of 
submitted resources, a percentage of total resources, a categorization of the libraries, 
and whether the institution was public or private.  Summary of findings: 
 
• 81 libraries submitted data. 
• A total number of 3,272 resources were submitted. 
• A total number of 2,824 were non-TEL resources were submitted. 
• A total number of 2,344 non-TEL resources with Lyrasis agreements were submitted 
• 4 libraries represented over 25% of the resources submitted, they were University of 
Tennessee, Knoxville (172 resources), Vanderbilt University (150 resources), 
Tennessee State University (138 resources), and Middle Tennessee State University 
(135 resources). 
 
Appendix 2 includes a summary of the category or types of libraries and expenditures 
by type of libraries. It is important to note that a number of the institutions did not submit 
resource pricing due to confidentiality clauses in license agreements. Summary of 
findings: 
 
• Libraries were categorized into five types: colleges and universities, K to 12 schools, 
public libraries, medical libraries, and state libraries. 
• Higher education libraries had the most participation with 43 libraries representing 
53% of the total, school libraries were second with close to 26% represented by 21 
libraries.  
• Higher education libraries had significantly larger expenditures than any other group, 
representing over 92% of all expenditures, and amounting to nearly 12.5 million 
dollars. 
 
Appendix 3 lists the vendors represented in the 2,344 non-TEL products with Lyrasis 
agreements. Summary of findings: 
 
• 87 vendors were represented. 
• 2 of the vendors represented close to 30% of the electronic resources titles 
submitted. 11 of the vendors represented 57% of the resources submitted. 
• 448 Tennessee Electronic Library resources were removed from consideration. 
• A small number of vendors control a huge number of titles, while there are many, 
many small vendors offering a few discrete titles. There are few mid-sized players.  
• Vendors with 20 or more titles held are below. 
 
 
Appendix 4 includes the most commonly held electronic resources. 
 
• There were a surprising number of electronic resources with just one subscriber. 
• Lexis/Nexis was the most commonly held title, licensed by over 26 libraries. 
• Four titles were held by 23 libraries, Britannica Online, Oxford English Dictionary, 
Oxford Reference Center, and PsycInfo. 
 
Once survey data was quantified the next steps in the project were vendor negotiations, 




Lyrasis contacted forty-six vendors for consortial pricing on the most commonly held 
titles. A variety of responses were received, partly due to the tight time line. A few 
vendors offered no response, and some stated that they did not have time to create a 
proposal before the deadline. Other vendors wished to offer discounts for new products 
and/or subscriptions, but not for renewals, which was our main focus at this time.  
 
Out of the fifty-two products/vendors identified in the survey, discounted pricing for 
thirteen products was received from Lyrasis on May 13, 2009. The pricing models 
included straight percentages off (lower cost per FTE) and custom quotes for individual 
libraries based on existing pricing or other variables. The Tenn-Share Database 
Coordinator handled publicity, facilitated the opt-in process, coordinated with Lyrasis, 
and managed invoicing. The pricing information was placed on a website limited to 
Tenn-Share members and publicized through email and newsletters. The products that 
were offered at a discount in during this phase (Phase One) were: 
• Britannica Online (% off FTE list price) – Many libraries already had better pricing. 
Participants: 0 
• LexisNexis Academic (% off last year’s FTE pricing)  Participants: 17 
• LexisNexis Congressional  (% off last year’s FTE pricing) Participants: 4 
• netLibrary Lyrasis Shared Collection VIII  (% off individual library pricing) 
Participants: 14 
• Sociological Abstracts – FirstSearch (% discount for group)  - Many libraries had 
long-standing subscriptions that were less. Participants: 0 
• ACLS Humanities eBook (% off last year’s pricing, varying by school size) – Smaller 
libraries generally didn’t fare well with this discount while the larger libraries did. 
Participants: 4 
• Annual Reviews (% discount for a minimum number of subscriptions for individual 
collections) – Did not reach the minimum number. Participants: 0 
• Chronicle of Higher Education (% off current renewal rate for TBR institutions only) – 
Postponed due to group renewal dates and lack of information on current pricing. 
• Columbia International Affairs Online (% off last year’s price) Participants: 4 
• Columbia Granger’s Poetry (% off last year’s price)  Participants: 2 
• Country Watch (% off list price, varying by number of subscriptions) – Did not have 
enough interest to reach the discount threshold  Participants: 0 
• Credo Reference (% off list price, varying by number of subscriptions) Participants: 4 
• Facts on File products (lower percentage annual increase)  Participants: 4 
 
While these offers resulted in some savings, Phase One provided only initial steps 
toward truly large-scale discounts that would attract more participation from the libraries.  
Lessons Learned 
We identified many challenges during this process. The main problems were intertwined 
issues of needing deeper discounts and more participating libraries. The following 
challenges were identified as barriers to the needed participation levels by both vendors 
and libraries.   
Time:  Because of June 30 renewal dates, the original tight timeline was necessary, but 
it caused several problems. Many vendors (especially the larger ones) were not able to 
submit proposals. On the library side, participation in the electronic resource survey was 
limited, especially by the non-academic types. Prioritizing of the databases had to be 
based almost totally on the data, as there was not time to get input from the broader 
library community. An opportunity to create more buy-in was missed and some 
librarians questioned the whole process. Participation would have also increased if a 
longer period for taking orders was allowed. 
Communication:  As in all consortial projects, communication was a challenge. 
Communication with the member libraries needs to be increased and improved, both 
from and to the librarians. A mechanism needs to be set up which allowed for input from 
all types of libraries on priorities and other concerns. Publicity of the discount offers 
should be carried out not only through group emails and mailings, but also through word 
of mouth from the librarians’ peers. A grass-roots effort and critical mass of community 
interest is what we need. The communication between Tenn-Share and Lyrasis also 
required improvement. Orders were tracked through emails and spreadsheets, which 
often contained contradictory information depending which agency the ordering library 
last contacted. Much time was spent reconciling orders and dollar figures. And finally, 
the communication within Lyrasis left something to be desired as well. Many times an 
individual subscription was not switched to the group, and libraries were double-billed . 
These kinds of incidents discourage libraries from participating, especially if the savings 
are somewhat small and not worth the staff time to deal with invoicing problems. 
Licensing Issues:  Although this was not a huge impediment in Phase One, as we dealt 
mainly with renewals, it has caused many delays and problems in other group 
purchasing efforts. Publicly run institutions, whether state-governed universities or city-
run public libraries, are especially prone to numerous rules and required approvals. 
Phase Two 
The plans for Phase Two of the Tennessee Consortial Purchase Project began with 
addressing the issues listed above. An expanded timeline was devised, allowing several 
months to allow for member library input, more time for vendor negotiations, and several 
months for reviewing offers and ordering. We also asked Lyrasis to negotiate, when 
possible, the ability to join groups at any time on a pro-rated basis. 
The Tenn-Share Electronic Resources Committee (TSERC) was the mechanism 
created to address the majority of the other issues. The committee was formed in 
October, 2009, using a combination of representatives nominated from constituent 
groups and individual volunteers. It included representatives from academic, public, 
school, and special libraries, two at-large representatives, plus the Tenn-Share 
Database Coordinator, TLA Electronic Resources Management Roundtable Chair, and 
State Library TEL Coordinator as Ex Officio members. The charge of the committee is:  
To achieve cost savings through consortial purchasing of electronic resources by 
investigating methods, determining priorities, and encouraging participation. The 
committee will work with various agencies, including providing input and advisement on 
content for the Tennessee Electronic Library. 
Although the committee was tasked with working with several different agencies and 
methods for consortial purchasing, its initial work was focused on the TCPP with 
Lyrasis. Subcommittees based on library type were created at the first meeting, held on 
October 29, 2009. Prioritization and other issues (such as licensing) were discussed. 
The Subcommittees then contacted their colleagues for input on desired databases. 
Priorities from academic, public, and school libraries were submitted to Lyrasis on 
November 24, 2009. TSERC has provided the mechanism needed for providing input 
from the library community, as well as raising the visibility of the project. Not only was 
the work of the subcommittees within their constituencies helpful, but the formation of 
TSERC itself served to increase awareness of TCPP through calls for volunteers and 
discussions with the various library groups in the state. It is hoped that the committee 
will continue their good work in the opt-in phase by publicizing and promoting the 
resulting discount offers. 
The Database Coordinator also worked with Lyrasis to improve the ordering process by 
setting up a centralized spreadsheet or database to track orders and requests. In 
addition to working to improve their internal communication, Lyrasis has moved the 
TCPP group to their Consortial Licensing Program, which should reduce the billing 
errors. 
To address licensing issues, the group has worked more closely with the state higher 
education purchasing office to streamline contract approvals. A Pay Agent Agreement 
between Tenn-Share and the State was also finalized. Other plans included working 
with municipal government organizations to reduce the number of bidding/sole 
source/approval hoops for public libraries. 
Other Strategies 
In addition to addressing these logistical barriers to participation, the Tenn-Share 
Electronic Resources Committee also brainstormed ways to proactively seek out larger 
discounts and more cost-savings from vendors. These strategies were: 
• Be willing to switch interfaces. Better discounts can generally be negotiated for new 
business than for renewals if libraries are willing to switch to a new vendor. 
• Consolidate multiple databases with one vendor. Providing more business to a 
vendor usually allows them to offer better pricing. 
• Pricing models for smaller schools and for niche databases should be flexible. For 
instance, per-search charges, limited simultaneous users, pricing on a percentage of 
FTE, and simultaneous users shared across institutions are some models that 
vendors should consider. Many specialized databases are only used by a small 
number of users, not the whole population. The vendors benefit by having a large 
number of small subscriptions instead of a very few large ones. 
• Adjust price based on usage statistics. If a product has low usage, it is worth less to 
the library. Vendors can keep the subscription at a lower price instead of dealing 
with a cancellation. 
• Purchase resources outright for long-term savings. The increasing number of ebook 
and multimedia resources offered for one-time money, plus budget uncertainties, 
make this strategy attractive. 
Conclusion 
As libraries face increasingly tight budgets and the need to get more bang for the buck, 
there are no easy answers. The marketplace tries to balance the often competing needs 
of libraries, vendors, publishers, content creators, and users, factoring in historical 
structures, technological change, and outside influences. Consortial projects, such as 
TCPP, attempt to negotiate these waters, providing savings for our members and 
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University of Tennessee, Knoxville 249 172 7.34% 
4 year 
college public 
Vanderbilt University 234 150 6.40% 
4 year 
college private 
Tennessee State University 160 138 5.89% 
4 year 
college public 
Middle Tennessee State University 169 135 5.76% 
4 year 
college public 
University of the South 125 95 4.05% 
4 year 
college private 
Rhodes College 94 87 3.71% 
4 year 
college private 
Southwest Tennessee Community 
College 95 83 3.54% 
2 year 
college public 
East Tennessee State University 99 83 3.54% 
4 year 
college public 
Belmont University 140 80 3.41% 
4 year 
college private 
University of Tennessee, Chattanooga 89 79 3.37% 
4 year 
college Public 
Austin Peay State University 85 74 3.16% 
4 year 
college public 
Walters State Community College 102 70 2.99% 
2 year 
college public 
University of Tennessee, Martin 59 54 2.30% 
4 year 
college public 
Tennessee Technological University 60 48 2.05% 
4 year 
college public 
Maryville College 49 47 2.01% 
4 year 
college private 
University of Memphis 51 46 1.96% 
4 year 
college public 
Volunteer State Community College 84 45 1.92% 
2 year 
college public 
Christian Brothers University 74 45 1.92% 
4 year 
college private 
Southern Adventist University 57 45 1.92% 
4 year 
college private 




Bicentennial Library 81 42 1.79% public library public 
Pellissippi State Technical Community 
College 50 41 1.75% 
2 year 
college public 
Chattanooga State Technical Community 
College 70 40 #DIV/0! 
2 year 
college public 
Memphis University School 46 38 1.62% 7 to 12  private 
Tennessee Wesleyan College 36 34 1.45% 
4 year 
college private 
Northeast State Technical Community 
College 53 30 1.28% 
2 year 
college public 
Roane State Community College 47 30 1.28% 
2 year 
college public 
Trevecca Nazarene University 35 29 1.24% 
4 year 
college Private 
Bethel College 66 29 1.24% 
4 year 
college private 
Freed-Hardeman University 33 27 1.15% 
4 year 
college Private 
University of Tennessee, Health Science 
Center Library 30 25 1.07% 
4 year 
college public 
Lee University 37 23 0.98% 
4 year 
college private 
St. George's Collierville 55 22 0.94% 6 to 12 private 
Cleveland State Community College 27 20 0.85% 
2 year 
college public 
Motlow State Community College 21 20 0.85% 
2 year 
college public 
Cumberland University 19 19 0.81% 
4 year 
college private 
Brentwood 26 19 0.81% public library public 
Webb School of Knoxville 43 18 0.77% K to 12 private 
Lambuth University 18 17 0.73% 
4 year 
college private 
Clarksville-Montgomery County Public 
Library 18 17 0.73% public library public 
Knox County Public Library 28 16 0.68% public library public 
University of Tennessee, Graduate 
School of Medicine Library 16 15 0.64% 
4 year 
college public 
Memphis Public Library  25 13 0.55% public library public 
Linebaugh Public Library System 13 11 0.47% public library public 
Nashville Public Library 40 11 0.47% public library public 
Williamson County Public Library 18 11 0.47% public library public 
Jackson State Community College 12 10 0.43% 
2 year 
college public 
Nashville State Technical Community 
College 12 10 0.43% 
2 year 
college Public 
Columbia State Community College 11 9 0.38% 
2 year 
college public 
East Tennessee State University, Quillen 
Medical Library 12 9 0.38% 
4 year 
college public 
Christian Brothers High School 8 7 0.30% high school Private 
Girls Preparatory School 6 6 0.26% high school private 
Watkins College of Art & Design 5 5 0.21% 
4 year 
college private 
Harding Academy of Memphis 5 5 0.21% high school Private 
Blount Memorial Hospital Medical Library 4 4 0.17% hospital special  
Methodist Healthcare-Health Sciences 
Lib 4 4 0.17% hospital special  
Lausanne Collegiate School 11 4 0.17% K to 12 Private 
TSLA 4 3 0.13% government public 
Grace-St. Luke's Episcopal School 
Library 9 3 0.13% high school Private 
Alcoa High School  3 3 0.13% high school public 
Bolivar Central High School Library  5 3 0.13% high school public 
Gateway Medical Center Health Science 
Library 4 3 0.13% hospital special 
Notre Dame High School 2 2 0.09% high school private 
Hillwood High School Library 2 2 0.09% high school Public 
Roane County High School 2 2 0.09% high school Public 
St. Agnes Academy-St. Dominic School 23 2 0.09% K to 12 private 
Hardin County Library 2 2 0.09% public library Public 
Putnam County Library 2 2 0.09% public library Public 
Richmont Graduate University 1 1 0.04% 4 year college Private 
Ezell-Harding Christian High School 1 1 0.04% high school Private 
Knoxville Catholic High School 1 1 0.04% high school Private 
Indian Trail Middle School 2 1 0.04% middle school Public 
Clinch-Powell Regional Library 1 1 0.04% public library public 
Stewart County Public Library 1 1 0.04% public library public 
Dyersburg Community College 0 0 0.00% 2 year college public 
Fairlane Elementary School 2 0 0.00% elementary public 
Harpeth Valley Elementary School 1 0 0.00% elementary public 
Gibbs High School Library 1 0 0.00% high school public 
Hume-Fogg Academic High School 
Library 1 0 0.00% high school public 










Category and Expenditures by Libraries 




















              
2 year 
college public 14 17.28% 636,435 1 4.70% 
4 year 
college private 17 20.99% 1,781,092 2 13.16% 
4 year 
college public 12 14.81% 10,073,280 1 74.41% 
medical-
hospital 0 3 3.70% 66,300 1 0.49% 
public library   public 13 16.05% 739,025 1 5.46% 
government public 1 1.23% 8,155 0 0.06% 
6 to 12 private 1 1.23% 0 1 0.00% 
7 to 12 private 1 1.23% 164,810 0 1.22% 
elementary 
school public 2 2.47% 1,299 1 0.01% 
high school private 7 8.64% 26,950 0 0.20% 
high school public 6 7.41% 3,817 1 0.03% 
k to 12 private 3 3.70% 36,048 0 0.27% 
middle 
school public 1 1.23% 1,188 0 0.01% 
        
        
Total 
Colleges   43 53.09% 12,490,807 4 92.26% 
Total 
Schools   21 25.93% 234,111 3 1.73% 





3 3.70% 66,300 1 0.49% 
Total 
Government   1 1.23% 8,155 0 0.06% 




Vendors and Number of Licenses Represented (Non-Tel, Lyrasis) 
Appendix 3: Vendors and Number of Licenses Represented (Non-Tel, Lyrasis) 
Vendor #   Vendor #   Vendor # 
EBSCO 353   CAS 12   HUMAN-R 5 
PROQUEST 322   Info USA 12   ISI 5 
GALE 181   MC GRAW-HILL 12   MORNINGSTAR 5 
OUP 123   BOWKER 11   PARATEXT, LLC 5 
WILSON 123   
Chronicle of 
Higher Education 11   Scholastic 5 
ASP 94   ACLS 10   MARCIVE 4 
OCLC  91   Value Line 10   ORS PUBLISHING INC. 4 
JSTOR 89   ABC-CLIO 9   SPRINGER 4 
Net Library 74   ALA 9   Taylor & Francis 4 
LexisNexis 61   Greenwood 9   APA 3 
CQ 50   SWETS 9   Hein 3 
NEWSBANK 49   Thomson Reute 9   ICPSR 3 
OVID 49   ACM  8   IOP 3 
BLACKWELL 42   BIOONE 8   STAT-USA 3 
ELSEVIER 37   Credo (X-refer) 8   ACRL 2 
StatRef 31   IEEE 8   BRILL 2 
Britannica 26   
Library of 
Congress 8   Euromonitor International 2 
Johns Hopkins 22   
SILVERPLATTE
R 8   Films on Demand 2 
ACS 21   
Standard & 
Poor's 8   Mango 2 
CCH 21   MERGENT 7   MLA 2 
Thomson Scientific 21   
AUTOGRAPHIC
S 6   Vanderbilt University 2 
SAGE 20   Cambridge Univ 6   American Geological Institute 1 
Columbia University 
Press 19   
Country Watch, 
Inc. 6   
BCR (Association of 
Chris 1 
Thomson West 17   EMERALD 6   Books 24x7 1 
NAXOS 16   World Book 6   
European Court of 
Human Rights 1 
ANNUAL REVIEWS 15   Brown Univ 5   IHS 1 
AMS 13   
Duke University 
Press, Journals 5   Keesing's Worldwide 1 
InfoBase Publishing 13   EBRARY 5   Scientific American 1 




Electronic Resources with 10 or More Licenses 
Vendor  Product Name Licenses 
LexisNexis Lexis - Nexis Academic 26 
Britannica Britannica Online, some school edition 23 
OUP Oxford English Dictionary 23 
OUP Oxford Reference Center, standard and 
premium 23 
APA, OCLC, EBSCO, 
Proquest 
PsycInfo   
23 
EBSCO, Proquest, Gale, 
OCLC 
MLA International Bibliography 
21 
GALE Gale Virtual Reference Library 20 




GALE Biography Resource Center 17 
CQ CQ Researcher  16 
EBSCO Academic Search, elite and premier 15 
ASP Classical Music Library 15 
WILSON OmniFile (FT? Mega?) 15 
EBSCO Business Search Premier 14 
EBSCO CINAHL with Full Text, some plus 14 
Net Library netLibrary 14 
Johns Hopkins Project Muse, standard and premium 14 
CAS Scifinder Scholar 14 
PROQUEST, EBSCO A to Z, open-url, federated 13 
NAXOS Naxos  Music Library 13 
PROQUEST Safari 13 
ArtStor Art Stor 12 
ALA, Bowker, EBSCO Choice Online  12 
EBSCO CINAHL,index 12 
Info USA Reference USA 12 
Chronicle of Higher 
Education 
Chronicle of Higher Education 
11 
Net Library Net Library - Shared Collection V 11 
THOMSON WEST West campus research 11 
ACS ACS Web Edition (option B??) 10 
ABC-CLIO / EBSCO America History & Life 10 
WILSON Education Full Text 10 




GALE LitFinder 10 
Net Library Net Library - Shared Collection III 10 
EBSCO Nursing & Allied Health Collection 10 
OVID, Proquest, Ebsco, 
Silverp 
Philosopher’s Index  
10 
Value Line Value Line Investment Survey Online 10 
 
